Chief Editor: Dr Chirapat Prapandvidya
(Silpakorn University, Bangkok, Thailand)
Email: pchirapat@hotmail.com

Editor: Dr Amarjiva Lochan
(University of Delhi, Delhi, India)
Email: amarjiva@gmail.com

Director: Dr Samniang Leurmsai
(Silpakorn University, Bangkok, Thailand)
Email: samniang101@hotmail.com

EDITORIAL BOARD

Dr Radhamadhab Dash
Dr Sombat Mangmeesukhsiri
Dr Bumroong Kham-Ek
Dr Chainarong Klinnoi

Typesetting is rendered by Mr. Sanit Sinak

© Sanskrit Studies Centre, Silpakorn University, Bangkok
All published materials such as Articles and Book Reviews are

copyright of the Sanskrit Studies Centre and can not be republished
without the permission of the Centre.

ISSN 1686-9354
ISBN 974-641-113-6

Distributed worldwide

Manuscripts can be sent to us on this address:

Sanskrit Studies Centre, Office of the President, Silpakorn University,
22 Boromarachachonnani Road, Talingchan, Bangkok 10170 THAILAND
Tel: (66 2) 880 7374 ext 2801 Fax: (66 2) 434 7255

Email address: sanskritstudies@speedpost.net

Website: http://www.ssc.su.ac.th

Sanskrit Studies Centre, Silpakorn University, Bangkok, Thailand

Sanskrit Studies Centre Journal

An annual publication on any research subject related to Sanskrit

WITH THE COMPLIMENTS OF
SANSKRIT STUDIES CENTRE
SILPAKORN UNIVERSITY, BANGKOK

Sanskrit Studies Centre
Department of Oriental Languages
Faculty of Archaeology
Silpakorn University, Bangkok, Thailand

Volume II 2006



Unity in Diversity: Anatta revisited
Kamaleswar Bhattacharya®

I should like to begin my modest paper with a stanza from the
epigraphy of the great Buddhist King of Cambodia (ancient Kambuja),
which appears to me to be of great significance, providing as it does
the metaphysical basis for the King’s social activities, among them the
foundation of 102 hospitals around the kingdom — hospitals in which
people belonging to all the four social classes received medical
treatment (cikitsya atra catvaro varpah). There is a syntactic
peculiarity in this stanza, which should not surprise us: though not
confined to Buddhist Sanskrit, it is fairly common there:

anekadhanekajagatsu bhinno

py atmaikata tu sphutam asya satyd/
sukhani dufkhani yad atmabhajam
atmany adhat suhrdaye yadiye //

“Though the rman is divided in various ways in various beings,
he has realized its unity in a manifest fashion, since he has taken into
his compassionate 4rman the joys and sorrows of those who
participate in the atman”."

Coming from one of the sons of the King himself, Prince
Suryakumara who composed the Ta Prohm inscription of 1186 A.D.
(Prince Virakumara composed the Preah Khan inscription, and Queen
Indradevi, the Phimeanakas inscription), this stanza cannot be so
easily explained away in the name of Buddhist orthodoxy, as has
sometimes been attempted.

We have to do here with Mahayana Buddhism, and we do find
numerous parallels in Mahayana Buddhist texts. Among them, I will
quote here what strikes me as the closest to “this stanza,
Mahayanas mralamkara X1V, 37-41:

samskaramatram jagad etya buddhya
niratmakam dufikhavir ddhimatram /
vihdya yanarthamaydtmadrstip
mahatmadrstim srayate mahartham //

* Professor Bhattacharya eminent scholar living in Paris.
' BEFEO VI, p. 53, st. XXV.



vindtmadrstyd ya ihatmadrstir
vinapi dulikhena sudufkhitas ca/
sarvarthakarta na ca karakarksi
yathatmanah svatmahitani kptva //

yo muktacittaf paraya vimukty a
baddhas ca gadhdyatabandhanena /
dupkhasya paryantam apasyamanaf
prayujyate caiva karoti caiva //

svam dulikham udvodhum ihasamartho
lokdlz kutah pinditam anyadufkham/
Jjanmaikam alokayate tv acinto
viparyayat tasya tu bodhisattvaf //

yat prema ya vatsalata prayoga{z
sattvesv akhedas ca jinatmajanam/
ascaryam etat paramam bhave su
na caiva sattvatmasamanabhavat //

ime, I refrain from giving a full translation.ofthis loqg
but]?)l:::eiztlli?feu?fpt:snsage with a touch of Buddhist Sanskrit.? Wth is
remarkable in these stanzas is that they bring out the opposition
between the view of the little self and the view of the Qregt Sel_f: the
Bodhisattva, rejecting the view of the little self which is w1th9ut
meaning (anarthamaya), resorts to the view of the Gr_eat §elf which
has a great meaning (mahaimadrsim Srayate mah.arfham). Tl_lus,
without the view of self, he has the view of Self (vn.m{m'adf;,tya ya
ihatmadrstif). Without sorrow, he is sore afﬂlctfed (vinapi dubkhena
sudufkhitas ca);, although with thought delwered. by supreme
libera;tion, he is bound by a close and far-reaching bond (yo
muktacittah parayd vimuktya baddhas ca gadhayatabandhanena); he
does not see the limit of his pain (dulzkhasy_a paryantam
apasyamanal). ‘The tenderness of the sons of the Vl‘ctors towards
creatures, their love, their occupation, their tirelessness, is the supreme
marvel of the worlds! Or rather, No! since other and self are identical
to them (sattvatmasamanabhavat)’.
Should this text — and so many others! — which emphasize the

unity of the Self beyond the wrong view of selves, be considered
‘more Brahmanical than Buddhist’, as some renowned scholars would

have it?

2 See K. Bhattacharya, L’ Atman-Brahman dans le Bouddhisme ancien (Paris,
1973), p 38.

By ‘Brahmanical’ these scholars mean especially ‘Upanisadic’,
without, however, seeing the specificity of the Upanisadic conception
of atman, according to which the atman is not an individual ego,
either identical with the psychophysical constituents of the individual
or apart from them: it is not the ‘object of the notion “I'”’
(ahampratyayavisaya), to use a later term.

Now, the Buddha’s so-called doctrine of anarta, as well as the
Upanisadic doctrine of 4rman, was propounded against the
background of the opinions current in those days, which identified the
atman either with the whole of individuality or with one or other
element of it. Thus we read in the Pali Canon:

ye hi keci, bhikkhave, samapi vi brahmana vi
anekavihitam attanam Samanupassamand samanupassanti

sabbe te paicupadinakkhandhe samanupassanti etesam vd
affataram.

And from the earliest Upanisads we learn how the Asura Virocana
(in the Chandogya) goes away content with the conception of gtman
as the body, while the god Indra (in the Chandogya) and the favourite
wife of Yajfiavalkya, Maitreyi (in the Brhadarapyaka), see the dtman
in the most precious element of individuality, consciousness, and in
the cessation of consciousness the destruction of themselves (vinasam
evapito bhavati).*

The Upanisadic atman, identical with the brahman, is not an
individual substance, a ‘soul’, but the Being itself, the universal,
absolute Consciousness beyond the subject-object split — the

transcendent Impersonality which man realizes through the negation
of his individuality.

But, while the Upanisads placed the emphasis on atman and
speculated on it, the Buddha placed it on anatta, what is not the
atman; for his prime object was liberation:

seyyathapi, bhikkhave, mahdsamuddo ekaraso - loparaso
evam eva kho, bhikkhave, ayam dhammavinayo ekaraso
vimuttiraso ‘As the ocean has but one flavour, the flavour of
salt, so, monks, this doctrine and this discipline have but one
flavour, the flavour of Deliverance’.’

3 Samyutta-Nikaya (PTS) III, p. 46.

4 Chandogya-Upanisad V11, 8; VIIL, 11; Brhadarangyaka-Upanisad 11, 4, 13;
Iv,5, 14

* Cullavagga 1X, 1, 4 (Vinaya 11, p. 239)



The usual expression of anarta in the Pali Canon is this:

yad aniccam tam dukkham; yam dukkham tad anatia; yad
anatta tam n’etam mama, n’'eso’ham asmi, na m'eso atta ti
evam etam yathabhitam sammappaiiidya datthabbam ‘what is
impermanent (anicca) is painful (dukkha); what is painful is
anattd, and of what is anartd one should understand through
right knowledge: “This is not mine, I am not this, this is not my
atman” 8
Now, when one is attached to what is painful, namely the
constituents of our individuality — the khandhas/skandhas, saying:
‘This is mine, I am this, this is my 4fman’, Can one understand one’s
misery and liberate oneself from it? yo nu kho dukkham allino
dukkham upagato dukkham ajjhosito dukkham etam mama, eso’ ham
asmi, eso me attd ti samanupassati, api nu kho so samam va dukkham
parijaneyya dukkham va parikkhapetva vihareyya! The answer is,
evidently, No!

Furthermore, to seek to know the arman is to make of it an object
and thus never to know it in truth. As the great Vedanta philosopher,
Sankara, more than a thousand years after the Buddha, said, after a
long discussion on the arman’s not being an object (avisayatva),
tasmdj jaane yatno na kartavyah kim tv anatmany armabuddhinivrttav
eva ‘Therefore, one should not make an effort for knowledge (of the
arman) but only for the cessation of the notion of atman in what is
non-arman (ana‘tman).8

Here, then, is an illustration of the theme of Unity in Diversity.
There is no opposition between atman and anatta: the difference lies

in the emphasis.

There are positive expressions relative to atman in the Pali Canon:
brahmabhitena attana viharati, and so on.

These expressions can be explained away in some way or other, as
they have been by both ancient and modern authors. But it would be
herd to explain away the couple of vifdiana passages in the Digha and
Majjhima-Nikdyas. They recall the Upanisadic doctrine, so much so
that V. Trenckner, the editor of the first volume of the Majjhima-
Nikaya, attributed the words of the Buddha to his adversary, at the
expense of absurdity, of course.”

® Samyutta-Nikaya 111, pp. 22-23; etc.

" Majjhima-Nikdya (PTS) 1, p. 233

8 Bhagavadgitabhasya XV111, 50

® See K. Bhattacharya, op. cit., p. 54, n. 2.

. .The Theravada _tradition did not commit any such error; however
In its eagerness to isolate Buddhism from the Upanisadic tradition i;
largel_y o?sctxred. the. Issue by considering viaAapa merely as a ‘na;ne
for nz'bbana (nibbanassa namam), in the sense of ‘something to be
preemmczntly known’ or ‘something to be known through a preeminent
means’ (vigiatabban ti viiiapam, viffapan i vijani \ Visi,

P mar; nan U vijanitabbamy visitthena

In the Kevaddhasutta of the Digha-Nikaya we read:

viﬁﬁi[iam anidassanam anantam sabbatopabham /
ettha 3po ca pathavi tejo vayo na gadhati // .

ettha dlj_ghaﬁ carassaf ca apugrthillam subhasubham/
ettha namaf ca ripad ca asesam uparujjhati // '

vififapassa nirodhena etth ‘etam uparujjhati /

There are numerous parallel i ali i
numerous pa passages in the Pali Canon which
suggest t‘l:lat n‘lbbana is being spoken of. But here nibbana is called
viagana ‘infinite and universal’ (anantam sabbatopabham).

The majority of modemn scholars, starting fr :
gl.'eieit_master of Buddhology in the 19" cenfury?rln'la\?: gc?ffu?e?&?tfbi
vianapas mentioned in this passage. But on this point, at |
Buddhaghosa is illuminating: the first vifAgm, which is ananiasg
sabbafopabhar,n, refers to nibbana, while the se;:o;ld is our phenomeflgl7
consciousness (carimakaviiiapam pi abhisamkharaviingpam pi)."!

IF .is with .tl'le cgssation of this phenomenal vidfapa that all the
empirical realities, including our individuality (ndmas ca ripai ca)
cease in the other vidgzng (vififidpassa ni :

in I I nirodhena ’
uparujjhati). euhveta

qus this not recall Yajfiavalkya’s teaching in the Brhadarapyaka-
Upanz,sag’, that drman is a ‘homogeneous mass of 'conscioixsness
wx.t'h~out inside and outside’ (anantaro ‘bahyah kptsnah prajiianaghana
[vyna'.naghana] eva) and that ‘after Deliverance there is no
consciousness’ (na pretya samyjiasti: pretya here, according to the
context means not ‘after death’ but ‘after Deliverance’, as some
ancient commentators, among them Sarkara’s disciple Suréévara also

10
See K. Bhattacharya, Some Though 1 1
: gnts on Early Buddhism with Special
reference to its relation to the Upani ds : i rearch
st 1998) o anom panisads (Pune: Bhandarkar Oriental Research

" Ibid., p. 26 f¥.



saw)? As Sankara makes it perfectly clear, samyaa here means
visesasamyia or visesavijiana ‘particular (individual) consciousness’. 2

But while in the Upanisads we find long developments of this and
other ideas, the Buddha’s words are confined to some concise
statements. What is this difference due to? The answer, again, is the
same as before. As a Japanese scholar, Ryukan Kimura, put it long
ago,

From a perusal of such identical expressions as we come across in
both [the Pali texts and the Upanisads], we may hold that in a certain
sense Buddha’s Ontological perception...does not surpass the ideas of
the Upanisads. But the difference between them is the different way of
realization; that is to say, the way of realization of Upanisads is
philosophical, while Buddha’s way is a religious one."”

Now, a question is sometimes asked: If the Buddha adopted the
ontological position of the Upanisads, how could he be the founder of
a religion that has been regarded as ‘heterodox’? A vain question, in
reality, since the division between ‘orthodoxy’ and ‘heterodoxy’ is not
so rigid in India as it is thought to be. The criterion of orthodoxy’ in
India is the acceptance of the authority of the Veda, and the
Upanisads, to the extent that they accept that authority, remain
‘orthodox’; but, at the same time, in their opposition to the Vedic lore
and ritualism, they are on the highway to ‘heterodoxy’ — so much so
that Sankara once exclaimed, citing Manu: ya vedabihya'ﬂés’ ca kas
ca kudrstayah / sarvas ta nisphalah pretya tamonisthd hi tah smpah //

In one of the oldest Upanisads, the Chandogya (VIL, 1,3), the
atmanvid is placed higher than the mantravid, and a middle Upanisad,
the Mundaka, where also we encounter for the first time the term
Vedanta ‘end of the Veda’ to designate the Upanisads, distinctly
relegates the Vedic lore to an inferior level by calling it apara vidya
‘inferior science’, as opposed to the para vidya ‘superior science’
represented by the Upanisads. Later Hinduism carries this tendency
further: the Saiva and Vaisnava scriptures (Agamas, Sambhitas)
themselves are called the ‘root Veda’ (mulaveda) — the ‘root of the
great Veda tree’ (mahato vedavrksasya milabhitah), of which the
Rgveda and others represent the trunk and branches (skandhabhuta
1gadyds te Sakhabhinas tatha).

2 Ibid., p. 28.
13 R. Kimura, 4 Historical Study of the terms Hinayana and Mahayana and the
Origin of Mahayana Buddhism (University of Calcutta, 1927), p. 97,n. 2.

Zf/) ufa /o

Neither the Buddha nor Mahavira, the foun ini
adoptgd these procedures. They do depend, in their tegzll;i:és Jz‘icl)r:strl*?e;
traditional typology, while the orientation is entirely differe,nt’ - to
borr9w an expre§sion of Jean Daniélou, in an entirely different branch
of history of' religions. But they totally rejected the authority of the
Veda. Hercle:n lies the border line between ‘orthodoxy and
heterodoxy’'* — a further illustration of ‘unity in diversity’. ¢

(

14 .
On all this see K. Bhattacharya, ‘The Criterion of Orthodoxy in India and

the Case of Jainism and Buddhism’, in Sramapa-Vidys, Studies in Buddhism:

Professor Jagannath Upadhyaya Commemoration Volume I (Sarnath, 1987), pp. 101-

109.



